Abstrakt
INTRODUCTION
Sport is a phenomenon recognized and supported by almost each country around the world. Although state interventions into sport needn't be always positive (see cold war cases, misusing drugs, cheating etc.) but in fact being active or passive participant in sport is natural part of life. States usually support sport because of two main reasons (1) to achieve a victories, to gain Olympics medals, or simply to make a nation proud though their athletes results. To achieve this aim states support not only their actual athletes but also whole system of future athlete's preparation. Second reason (2) is support of sport activities for masses as part of healthy life style and to satisfy peoples' natural need of entertainment. However the state fi nancial resources are limited (see e. g. Nemec et al 2013) and seeking other resources inevitably put a focus on lotteries and gambling. Despite the global presence of lottery games, there has been little research conducted on any international aspect of lotteries (Garrett 2001) . At the very beginning of this paper it is important to distinguish lottery from gambling or betting as it could seem that they are synonyms. The opposite is true and from the perspective of this paper aim it is highly desirable to defi ne both terms in the proper way. The issue of a range of those defi nitions is associated with relevant law regulation as national legislature across diff erent countries distinguish those terms and build the construction (e. g. for fi nancing of sport from lottery) based on proper defi nition of the term. Gambling is a general term or process used for certain human behavior or acting. On the other hand lottery is a specifi c form of gambling which is usually strictly regulated by governments and the level of regulation diff ers case to case from the minimum to maximum level of regulation. Due to the paper limitations we can only briefl y identify their diff erences but the real diff erence between them is visible in daily practice. While lotteries usually have many participants in one single game with similar chance to win and transregional format; betting is usually associated with betting on sport events and matches results based on global format (you can bet on events out of residents country); and least but not last is gambling which usually have a local character associated with slot machines and casinos. There are various legislation approaches in each country to all mentioned types of hazard with diff erent methods of regulation. This particular issue will be one that will be addressed further in the paper.
Payment from lottery to "good purposes" are considered by some authors as another state tax (e. g. Hansen 2005 , Daniels 2006 ) and thus assumption for directing some of revenues into good causes and public activities even it has some diff erent features than tax. The advantage of such specifi c type of tax from the regular one is that the involuntarily taxation process is not so signifi cant and it also brings the benefi t to the payer in form of chance to win. Based on above mentioned arguments the lottery is a way of how countries can raise the funding of publicly provided services in recent time.
We gathered examples from 10 selected European countries; sort them and discuss advantages and disadvantages of identifi ed methods. Even the analyzed countries are in one community (either the EU or EMU), there are diff erent architectures of systems of fi nancial support to the sport industry. The discussion about the importance of sport funding via lottery revenues is important actually because there is in some countries ongoing discussion about regulating lottery business recently. Those countries which intend to regulate the lottery business downward could potentially achieve loss of income into sport from lotteries resulting from those intended regulations but this is hypothetical situation and it depends on the chosen type of regulation. We do not expect to fi nd only one "perfect" lottery system, however we want to identify key variables which aff ect the system function. The comparison among selected countries enables to catch important factor and to discuss their relative strength and weaknesses. This comparison may be useful for any country seeking the way of how to improve their own system effi ciency.
The European Lotteries 2013 argues that 23.2 billion euro was paid to society in 2011 by lottery operators in various forms on diff erent purposes (75% of this resource were transferred to public budgets), among them also sport which received €1.5 billion of the total amount. Europe Economics calculate in aggregate 3,4 billion of euro allocated directly on sport thus we can emphasize the role of this external resource for sport fi nancing. Following mentioned arguments and data we can say that almost 45% of this sum is represented by lotteries. However the impact of these moneys will depend on the allocation rules. From youth sport support to support professional teams; we can see important diff erences among examined countries as well as in the attitude of given lottery companies. Eurostrategies (2010) estimates that through sport ministries (or other responsible ministries) it is allocated 3.2 billion euro, hence the lottery represents approximately 10% extra of total resources, while from local authorities it is almost 25 billion euro. Thus it is calculated that in EU almost 30 billion euro fl ows from public sources into sport.
We have to emphasize, that sum of public money allocated by ministries budgets may be enabled through tax revenues from the lottery. On the other hand the sum of public money seen in ministries budgets may be only smaller part of total public expenditures on sport (e. g. Czech republic according CZSO 2012 spends 111 mil. euro at the ministry level and another 370 mil. euro at the municipality level).
Anyway, aggregated results do not provide suffi cient information about the countries diff erences properly and they can be introduced only as basic tool for comparison one country to the average situation.
Finally, to demonstrate the meaning of lotteries, we compare selected countries through expenditures per capita and though a share on total expenditures. Although the amount seems to be marginal there are two important factors: 1) part of expenditures is not caught in this statistics and 2) diff erences among countries are infl uenced by the "sport" versus "other good causes" decision. The above shown table demonstrates that even within EU area there are huge diff erences in the total sums or relative numbers that are directed to sport from lotteries. While the whole issue is more complex and thus complicated we try to provide deeper insight of this system in various countries through model typology identifi cation and comparison of these models based on synthesis of knowledge and secondary research.
METHODS AND METHODOLOGY
The aim of the paper is to identify and sort main approaches to the lottery in selected countries as a tool for sport fi nancing and to identify and discuss most important variables for the lottery system including discussion of their general strength and weaknesses in matrix synthesis. According to the aim of the paper we use relevant literature for analyzing diff erent systems of fi nancing sport in selected countries and identifying their main relevant features. The discussion is based on secondary data analysis and relevant country legislation concerning lottery.
To narrow down the research area we emphasize only lotteries and do not analyze whole gambling environment as the whole issue is very complicated and deeply heterogeneous. The reasons are rooted in huge diff erences among countries and the fact lotteries are more often perceived as a traditional tool for sport fi nancing regulated by the state while the gambling is more complex activity aff ected by state generally only though taxes (or extra taxes).
Lottery in terms of funding process diff ers from gambling in the following aspects: 1. smaller proportion of prize payouts in total distribution 2. higher proportion of taxes in total distribution 3. slightly larger operating costs 4. slightly higher contribution on sport For example in Finland where Veikkaus (2012) operates, the lottery company sales structure is following: good causes activities (28,1%), operating costs (8,2%), retail commissions 4,6%, lottery tax (5,6%) and prize payout (53,6%).
RESULTS
Before we compare selected countries and identify important factors; we have to consider following question. What is the state policy in the context of sport? In other words, how important is the sport for the state or society? The more important sport is the more resources needs. Hence we can assume that states with higher sport preferences will reallocate more resources on sport including more lottery resources.
For the purpose of this paper and its aim there have been identifi ed following variables: 1. The level of state regulation through licensing the method of transfer of lottery earning to sport purposes.
-This variable is derived from basic economic questions -how can company enter the market and how freely can a company operate on the market 2. Method of lottery earning transfers -In other words what is the mechanism of transfer dedicated sum of money (e. g. percentage of profi t) and who is recipient of this amount of money? The recipient can be also a decision-maker, hence this variable is not only technical issue. 3. Competences of the recipient of lottery earning -The recipient can be only transfer center which is acting according the law or the cabinet decision or it can be more or less independent authority with competencies to allocate received money. 4. The prevalent purpose of lottery earnings transfer -There are two option -transfer to "good causes" while sport is among them or transfer entire earnings to sport.
Identifi cation of relevant variables in the context of this paper research is one of fundamental determinants to fulfi ll the aim of this paper. Above mentioned variables are in following text closely defi ned and following international comparison is made based on mentioned variables and their available and known options.
A. Level of state regulation
The level of the state regulation is usually determined by relevant lottery law or system of legislation (more relevant laws). The lottery companies may be seen as a standard business enterprises or may be regulated strongly than the standard is. There is also an alternative of the state monopoly. The fi rst choice for the state is between public monopoly and public versus private competition model. The fi rst choice off ers a better regulation in form of state control and lower administrative costs of the system (savings associated mainly with marketing costs elimination), however competition model may off er higher total revenues (if we assume that competition leads to better product quality with reasonable prices).
The level of this regulation determines who is the decision maker in the context of tax allocation and directs fi nancial sport support allocation. The "competitive model" can be also more or less regulated by the law. Based on the knowledge of relevant Czech legislation we have identifi ed following universal aspects or variables relevant to lottery regulation -the placement of the lottery company headquarter, ownership structure, gaming principal amount or hedging deposit, country placement limit for implementation of lotteries, level (percent) of the proceeds from the lottery, purpose of using part of the proceeds, etc.
To present two diff erent extreme systems we have distinguished all examined countries in following distribution: Diff erent architecture of lottery system through licensing can bring various benefi ts as well as disadvantages. Lottery operated by public monopoly could tend to rigidity of its business which can downgrade the level of sales and thus lower money to good causes projects among which is sport. On the other hand private competition can potentially bring higher sales because of more lotteries where people can bet their money but conversely higher and tougher competition among more lottery companies can also cause higher additional costs (higher marketing costs, higher wining payouts, higher operational costs etc..). This does not mean that public monopoly system has to manage lottery with lower costs especially in case of lower effi ciency occurrence. It seems that not only in case of lottery business both types have dark sides.
Aside from the monopoly versus competition debate there is no country with completely unregulated market. The purpose of the regulation is always the same -to get extra money to public budget (or to cover pro society expenditures including sport).
Specifi c problem in the context of national lottery regulation is the phenomenon of online bets when strong company provides national language support but their headquarters are located usually in tax free countries. Hence these companies may tempt money from country but did not return part of them back though supporting of local good causes.
B. Method of lottery earnings transfers
Second variable based on the assumption that part of lottery earnings fl ows to sport industry is about the identifi cation of diff erent redistribution systems in selected countries and also in this case can be similarities between some countries. We identifi ed four methods which are enlisted according the level of the state regulation: establishing special funds managed by representatives of the state and major non-profi t organization (i. e. national Olympic committee). This option is used by France, Slovenia and Spain 3. Direct transfer to determined non-profi t organizations (usually big sport federation) or Direct transfer to non-profi t organization according a donors' will -this alternative is based on assumption that free will may generate higher total benefi t then centralized redistribution. This alternative was e. g. in the Czech republic before 2012.
The form of fl ow direction of lottery proceeds from lottery industry to sport expressed by two extreme above mentioned models also does not provide one clear answer. If the money fl ows into sport via ministry budget, usually there is political decision problem. On the other hand where there is a good cause system used proportion in or against favor of sport can be changed within time and there is a lack of stability which is highly desired by sport associations and clubs. Thus there can arise the problem with long-term stability from perspective of both operational and investment funding for recipients. From perspective of long-term stability of sport industry this is not favorable condition. If the way leads through special dedicated fund the money goes directly to sport so there is higher accuracy in term of predicting revenues for sport industry. On the other hand there is lower public control over this type of money and their use. "Allocation freedom" for lottery companies may increase risk of misuse and "fi ctive" allocation.
C. Competences of the recipient of lottery earning
We identifi ed three kinds of recipient in part B -state budgets, special fund and non-profi t organizations. For these basic categories we identifi ed following alternatives:
State budget -this option seems to be most easy to categorize but the opposite is true. The recipient can be only one e. g. ministry of fi nance which allocate money according the law or the cabinet decision or there can be diff erent level of state and self-government institution (e. g. Czech Republic). Part of money can be allocated to municipal budgets when municipal governments decide based on their priorities. The central level of state budget can has two roles a) decisionmaker which means that the ministry set allocation rules (e. g. direct transfer to one non-profi t organization; open project competition; transfer to some committee, transfer to special fund for professional athletes, etc.) Special fund -this option can operate into two regimes. The fi rst is that the fund is under total or majority control or state authority or it can be managed by representatives both non-profi t organizations and the state (a many also lottery companies).
Direct transfer to non-profi t organization usually those who serve as an umbrella for sport federations and associations. This option seem to be benefi cial as most simple due to skipping one or more reallocation units but also there is a highest risk of non-transparent environment.
Aside from the legal form of recipient we found out two important variables -the number of total re-allocations and the level of transparency. To catch the problem we suggest following simplifi ed scheme with two extreme variants. Each level of re-allocation can fail in the matter of transparency and it induce consequences on total benefi t generated by these money. 
D. Variety of the purpose of lottery earnings transfer
The third variable is the general principle of how is derived the amount dedicated on sport from total transfers of lottery earnings. Who and how can decide what happens with the lottery earning?
The state has developed many areas funded from lottery due to the historical context and development of various public policies, as well as increasingly diversifi ed use of gambling money. Mainly there are two signifi cant models used and one of them considers good causes among which can be identifi ed projects from areas such as culture and arts, heritage, sport, education, environment, health or charity. Due to Lottery (2013) as an example UK system of money allocation from lottery identifi es following good causes areas -health, education, environment and charity (40%), sport (20%), arts (20%) and heritage (20%) -where individual local or national projects competition is supposed and by relevant bodies also the administration of money division and project applications is carried out. Similar model with diff erent individual parameters are also in other European countries.
Comparison of countries according to question which purposes are supported by earnings from lotteries shows that whole money dedicated on sport are only in Austria, Spain, Slovenia and France; while good purposes (including sport) is used in Finland, Denmark, Estonia, Hungary, Slovakia, Spain, UK and Czech Republic
In addition to good causes in general system, among which is also sport, the model consists of two main strategies. The decision about the allocation ratio is given by the state authority or the decision is a result of project competition. The main diff erence in "good cause" model is in transparency of allocation process (i. e. do organization know the ratio between sport, culture, and other good purposes given by the law or ex-ante negotiations or ex-post decision made by public authority?
This system variable provides advantages as well as disadvantages which are very similar as those mentioned in previous variable in form of if the money from lottery goes into sport directly or through certain redistribution mechanism.
DISCUSSION
We have noticed signifi cant diff erences among selected countries. The question is what are advantages and disadvantages of those various approaches and models and therefore we try to summarize all fi ndings into following two matrix tables to demonstrate system diff erences. (-) costs (loss) induced by multiple re-allocation (-) system rigidity (-) lower efficiency danger (-) strong regulation may decrease total income from lottery.
Source: own processing.
It seems that during time most countries especially post-communistic countries are shifting from model with less regulation to more state controlled system. As noticed arguments were more control with license and operating, prevention of leaks from lottery earning, transparency in the Czech Republic (e. g. Lottery Law proposal 2010). The question of transfer and consequences of multiple re-allocations was rarely discussed. The question is complex and usually as a second step after discussion about the level of state regulation. But from the economic point of view a loss caused by wrong re-allocation may be huge and may consume most of potential benefi ts.
CONCLUSION
We discussed the meaning of lottery as an additional fi nancial resource for sport. Although the idea to use the lottery as a tool for contribution to sport is widely accepted, there are huge diff erences in architecture and design of such systems among countries worldwide. Even though we examined only selected European countries we showed the extent of diff erence from total state control to relative free market competition. Although we do not provide recommendation we identifi ed and summarized key aspects for the future research. The question for next research is how to identify better alternatives. Almost all European countries share some statistical data, but their structure and depth is insuffi cient and fragmented.
The comparison also showed that more countries tend to bigger state regulation in time. As relevant case can be used some post-communistic countries (e. g. Czech and Slovak Republics) where the relatively free market competition were switched to the system with more state control. As the main reason for state control is often enlisted the better control on tax or "good causes" transfers.
As we can see that there is variety of diff erent systems with various features it could be interesting to carry out further comparisons including other countries and to set up other research questions addressing for example whether diff erent setting would not generate more fi nancial sources for sport industry from lottery. But this requires further and deeper study and discussion of diff erent systems and further comparisons. But the main disadvantage for further research in this area is inconsistency and lack of relevant data.
